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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 99-7724

KEl TH W LLI AM DEBLASI O,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
vVer sus
PAT MORENO, WMarshall; SCOIT SEWELL, WMarshal ;
W LLI AM JEDNORSKI, Warden; T. DUNLAP, Lieu-
tenant; M LDRED DI XON, LPN, Ms. HARRI NGTON,
Oficer; sued in their individual and offici al

capacities,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. J. Frederick Mtz, Chief D strict Judge.
(CA-96-3675-JFM

Submtted: My 31, 2000 Deci ded: June 15, 2000

Bef ore MURNAGHAN, W LLIAVS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Keith WIIliam DeBl asio, Appellant Pro Se. Lynne Ann Battagli a,
United States Attorney, Andrea Margaretta Leahy- Fucheck, Assi stant
United States Attorney, Baltinore, Mryland; John Joseph Curran,
Jr., Attorney Ceneral, denn T. Mrrow, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF MARYLAND, Bal ti nore, Maryl and; Joseph Barry Chazen, G na
Marie Smth, MEYERS, RODBELL & ROSENBAUM P.A., Riverdale, Mary-
| and, for Appell ees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Keith WIliam DeBlasio appeals the district court’s orders
granting the Defendants’ notions to dismss and for sumrary j udg-
ment in his 42 U S.C.A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 2000) conplaint. W
have revi ewed the record and the district court’s opinions and find
no reversible error.! Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. See DeBlasio v. Mreno, No. CA-96-3675-JFM (D.

Md. Sept. 22, 1997; May 28 & Dec. 15, 1999).2 W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d
not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

1 Al though we note that the district court inproperly denied
DeBlasio’s notion to file an amended conpl ai nt under Fed. R Civ.
P. 15(a), we find the error harm ess.

2 Al'though two of the orders from which DeBl asi o appeal s was
filed on Septenber 16, 1997, and Decenber 14, 1999, they were
entered on the district court’s docket sheet on Septenber 22, 1997,
and Decenber 15, 1999, respectively. Sept enber 22, 1997, and
Decenber 15, 1999, are therefore the effective date of the district
court’s deci sions. See Fed. R Cv. P. 58 and 79(a); see also
Wlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




